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substitute for Scripture. They cannot
be placed on the same level. The Holy
Scriptures stand alone—the unique
standard by which her and all other
writings must be judged and to which
they must be subject.”3 This is also
expressed in the official Fundamental
Belief No. 18, entitled “The Gift of
Prophecy,” which states that the writ-
ings of Ellen G. White “also make
clear that the Bible is the standard by
which all teaching and experience
must be tested.”4 At the same time,
Fundamental Belief No. 18 affirms
that “her writings are a continuing
and authoritative source of truth
which provide for the church com-
fort, guidance, instruction, and cor-
rection.”Therefore, her statements on
Creation and the origin of life raise
crucial questions on important topics
such as the nature and scope of inspi-
ration, the relationship between the
writings of Ellen G. White and the
Bible, proper hermeneutics, and the
authority of inspired writings as
opposed to science. 
These issues and their implica-
tions are crucial not only for our
understanding of Ellen G. White and
her statements on Creation and evo-
lution but also for our understand-
ing of the biblical position of Cre-
ation and related issues.
Ellen G. White Affirms Creation
There is no need to spend much
time recounting that Ellen G. White
did believe in Creation and affirmed
it time and again. Yet it is helpful to
briefly remind ourselves of a few
aspects that were affirmed by Ellen
G. White with regard to Creation. 
Ellen White affirmed a supernat-
ural Creation. According to her, Cre-
ation was not the result of natural
causes.5 Rather, in Creation, the
agency of a personal God is mani-
fest. “‘The earth came forth from the
hand of its Maker.’”6 For Ellen
White, all things were created by
God.7 To her, the power to create was
“the prerogative of God alone.”8 Cre-
ation belongs to God, and human
beings belong to God by Creation.
Hence, the creation of Adam and
Eve did not take place through
impersonal factors in nature but
through “the agency of a personal
God.”9 Thus, humanity was the
crowning act in God’s creation, not
of Satan.
Ellen White affirmed a creation in
six literal, historically consecutive 24-
hour days. The days of Creation
were not “vast, indefinite periods,
covering thousands or even mil-
lions of years.”10 To her “each suc-
cessive day of Creation . . . consisted
of the evening and morning, like all
other days that have followed.”11
The days of Creation were real 24-
hour days, as we know them today.
She “was shown that the first week,
in which God performed the work
of creation in six days and rested on
the seventh day, was just like every
other week.”12 Thus the seventh 24-
40
he issue of Creation and evo-
lution has more far-reaching
implications for the Seventh-
day Adventist Church than the
Desmond Ford issue had in
the 1980s. What is at stake is much
more than simply a conflict that can
be easily tucked away as a clash
between faith and science that oth-
erwise has relatively little impact on
the rest of what we believe.
The doctrine of Creation is so
prominent in the Bible and in the
writings of Ellen White—and it is so
intimately connected with other
fundamental beliefs—that a change
in this point inevitably would affect
other foundational teachings of the
Bible that we as Adventists uphold.
Thus, Creation recently has been
termed “the Sine Qua Non of Ad -
ventism.”1 It is “an article of faith on
which the Seventh-day Adventist
Church stands or falls.”2
Ellen G. White’s statements on
Creation and related issues inevi tably
raise important questions. From its
inception, the Adventist Church has
maintained that Ellen White was
inspired in the same manner and to
the same degree as biblical prophets.
Adventists, however, do not believe
that her writings are “another Bible.”
A recent book on the fundamental
beliefs of the Adventist Church, pub-
lished by the ministerial association of
the Gen eral Conference of Seventh-
day Ad ventists, unambiguously states:
“The writings of Ellen White are not a
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God did not create matter when He
brought the world into existence is
without foundation. In the forma-
tion of our world, God was not
indebted to pre-existing matter.”20
Ellen White affirmed the historical
reliability of Scripture and un der -
stood the events described in the
Bible as actual historical happenings,
including God’s creation of the Earth
in seven literal days, a global flood,
and God’s miracles. Given the clear
affirmation of a Creation ex nihilo in
these statements, Ellen White did not
support the existence of life forms on
Earth before the six-day creation. She
upheld a high view of Scripture, in
which all Scripture is believed to be
inspired by God and therefore pro-
vides a trustworthy and reliable ac -
count of His involvement in this
world. This raises the question of her
relationship to natural science.
Ellen White and Science
While Ellen White clearly af -
firmed a literal understanding of the
biblical Creation account, she was
not antagonistic toward natural sci-
ence. The words science and sciences
occur frequently in her writings. She
used the word science in a variety of
ways. Frequently, she used it in its
root meaning of “knowledge” (from
the Latin scientia): “the science of
salvation,”21 “the science of the
Bible,”22 “the science of Christian -
ity,”23 or “the science of cooking.”24
When the apostle Paul visited Ath -
ens, he met “logic with logic, science
[knowledge] with science, philoso-
phy with philosophy.”25
She also used the word science to
describe physiology, which she
called “the science of life,”26 “the sci-
ence of human life,”27 or “the science
of health.”25 It was especially in the
area of health and medicine that
Ellen White appreciated the findings
of medical science, encouraging Ad -
ventists to enter these fields. She
referred to the work of medical mis-
sionaries as “scientific work.”29
It was the study of nature, how -
ever, that she called “natural science.”
She believed that “[n]atural science is
hour day of Creation week forms
the basis of the institution of the
Sabbath day at the beginning of the
world. The Sabbath was instituted
at the close of Creation week.
Therefore, the Sabbath is as old as
the world itself and is a memorial of
Creation and a commemoration of
Creation for all humankind. Ellen
White wrote: “Just how God accom-
plished the work of creation in six
literal days he has never revealed to
mortals. His creative works are just
as incomprehensible as his exis-
tence.”13
Ellen White affirmed a recent Cre-
ation. In contrast to very long peri-
ods of time for the development of
life on this Earth, she clearly rejected
millions of years as would be “re -
quired for the evolution of the earth
from chaos.”14
Neither did she propose indefi-
nite periods of time since the begin-
ning of Creation. Instead, for her,
the age of the Earth was to be mea-
sured within a short chronology of
a few thousand years. She clearly
connected a short chronology with
the reliability of the biblical record
and warned that those who try to
“account for God’s creative works
upon natural principles . . . are
upon a boundless ocean of uncer-
tainty.”15 She stated: “I have been
shown that without Bible history,
geology can prove nothing.”16 She
asserted that “the time of [fossils’]
existence, and how long a period
these things have been in the earth,
are only to be understood by Bible
history.”17
Thus, in contrast to very long ages
as proposed by evolutionary theory
and in contrast the so-called active
“gap or ruin-and-restoration theory,”
in which matter and life were suppos-
edly created eons ago and multiple
cataclysms and creations took place
over a very long time period, Ellen
White supported a recent creation of
life and hu mans.
Creation Ex Nihilo
Another aspect that Ellen White
connected with God’s supernatural
Creation was the idea that pre-
existing matter was not needed for
Creation. “In the creation of the
earth, God was not indebted to pre-
existing matter. ‘He spake, and it
was; . . . He commanded, and it
stood fast.’ Psalm 33:9. All things,
material or spiritual, stood up
before the Lord Jehovah at His voice
and were created for His own pur-
pose. The heavens and all the host
of them, the earth and all things
therein, came into existence by the
breath of His mouth.”18 She thus
affirmed what the writer of the
Epistle of Hebrews stated under
inspiration: “‘Through faith we
understand that the worlds were
framed by the word of God, so that
things which are seen were not
made of things which do appear.’
Heb. 11:3.”19 To her, “the theory that
Ellen White did not support the existence of life forms 
on Earth before the six-day creation. She upheld a high view
of Scripture, in which all Scripture is believed to be 
inspired by God and therefore provides a trustworthy and
reliable account of His involvement in this world. This raises
the question of her relationship to natural science.
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that such harmony is not possible
when modern science is conducted
independent of any explanation of
God and even in opposition to
God’s Word. “I have been warned,”
she wrote, “that henceforth we shall
have a constant contest. Science, so-
called, and religion will be placed in
opposition to each other, because
finite men do not comprehend the
power and the greatness of God.”33
This science, falsely so called, is
based on conceptions and theories
of humans to the exclusion of the
wisdom of God as revealed in His
written Word. She warned that
“when professedly scientific men
treat upon these subjects from a
merely human point of view, they
will assuredly come to wrong con-
clusions. . . . The greatest minds, if
not guided by the word of God in
their research, become bewildered
in their attempts to trace the rela-
tions of science and revelation.”34
For her, “one of the greatest evils
that attends the quest for knowl-
edge, the investigations of science, is
the disposition to exalt human rea-
soning above its true value and its
proper sphere. Many attempt to
judge of the Creator and His works
by their own imperfect knowledge
of science.”35 When natural causes
are the sole explanation for what
took place in Creation and the sub-
sequent history of this Earth, “sci-
ence, falsely so-called, has been
exalted above God.”36 She opposed a
naturalistic worldview of science
that excludes God from scientific
en terprise.
The Integration of Science 
Into Faith
A harmonious relationship be -
tween Scripture and science can
occur, however, if science is inte -
grated into faith in such a way that
Scripture is retained as the superior
and ultimate authority. Ellen White
wrote in 1894: “Science, so-called,
human reasoning, and poetry, can-
not be passed on as of equal author-
ity with revelation.”37 In her book
The Ministry of Healing she wrote:
“Only that which He sees fit to reveal
can we comprehend of Him. Reason
must acknowledge an authority su -
perior to itself. Heart and intellect
must bow to the great I AM.”38 Else-
where she wrote: “Many professed
ministers of the gospel do not accept
the whole Bible as the inspired word.
One wise man rejects one portion;
another questions another part.
They set up their judgment as supe-
rior to the word; and the Scripture
which they do teach rests upon their
own authenticity. Its divine author -
ity is destroyed.”39
In contrast to “so-called” science,
Ellen G. White believed that “true
science” is in harmony with Scrip-
ture. It has been correctly pointed
out that “the platform from which
Ellen White considered the natural
sciences was the Bible. She had
a treasure house of knowledge from
which every student in the school of
Christ may draw.”30 Statements like
this make it clear that Ellen White was
not antagonistic toward natural sci-
ence. She did not keep faith and sci-
ence separate from each other or rele-
gate faith and science to different
areas that had nothing to do with
each other. This would have meant
that faith is not relevant to all areas of
life. Instead, she was convinced that
God is the ultimate author of Scrip-
ture, and she also believed that “God
is the author of science” and therefore
“[r]ightly understood, science and
the written word agree, and each
sheds light on the other.”31 This raises
the important question of the rela-
tionship between Scripture and sci-
ence, especially as it touches upon
questions in the area of Creation and
evolution.
The Relationship Between Scripture
and Science
Perhaps one of the most impor-
tant and encouraging aspects of
Ellen White’s understanding of the
relationship between Scripture and
science is the confidence that they
can be in harmony. 
For Ellen White, nature and the
Bible have the same author, and
therefore one can expect harmony
between them. The revealed Word of
God and the natural world will be in
agreement for “[a]ll truth, whether
in nature or in revelation, is consis-
tent with itself in all its manifesta-
tions.”32 Thus, for Ellen G. White
there was indeed a friendship be -
tween faith and science—but not in
the sense that God brought into being
a creation that evolved according to
evolutionary processes for billions of
years. To her, atheistic, evolutionary
theories were incompatible with bib-
lical faith. To connect these ideas with
biblical Creation would be a wrong
attempt to bring natural science and
Scripture into harmony.
Conflict Between Science and 
Scripture
Ellen White was keenly aware
A harmonious relationship between Scripture and 
science can occur, however, if science is integrated into faith
in such a way that Scripture is retained as the superior 
and ultimate authority. Ellen White wrote in 1894: “Science,
so-called, human reasoning, and poetry, cannot be passed on
as of equal authority with revelation.”
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accepts the Bible as a reliable record
of events is not hampered by that
worldview, as many would claim,
but actually has an advantage. Most
scientist are only familiar with one
basic understanding of earth history
and do not actively ask critical ques-
tions of their paradigm.”44 In other
words, faith does not prevent the
believer from thinking. It rather
enables the believer to think prop -
erly—according to God’s revealed
will and thus to search for creative
new solutions that are in harmony
with God’s Word.
Thus, rather than adapting bibli-
cal ideas to the latest outlook in sci-
ence, Scripture can have a unique
input on science by asking questions
that could function as a source of
impetus in developing new strate-
gies of scientific research. Wolfhart
Pannenberg’s remarkable words
deserve to be taken seriously: “The
theologian must not be too quick to
adapt theological ideas and language
to the latest outlook in the sciences,
especially where such adaptation
requires substantial readjustment of
traditional doctrine. The theological
vision of the world can also function
as a challenge to science and as a
source of inspiration in developing
new strategies of research.”45 Such a
perspective opens up new windows
of opportunities for fresh investiga-
tion of origins on the basis of Scrip-
ture. 
To Ellen White, being a Seventh-
day Adventist meant, among other
things, affirming a recent, literal
Creation in six consecutive, 24-
hour days. In dealing with the com-
plex issues of Creation, we have to
remember that our faith cannot be
based on science as our final
authority, but must be based on
God’s Word—even when we have
questions without answers. As
Leonard Brand has aptly stated:
absolute confidence in Scripture
and believed that everything, in -
cluding scientific theories, had to be
measured by the Word of God.”40
For Ellen White, “the Bible is not to
be tested by men’s ideas of science,
but science is to be brought to the
test of the unerring standard.”41
This means that she integrated nat-
ural science into faith. The integra-
tion of science into faith implies
that faith—or Scripture—has pri-
ority over science. 
It seems that Ellen White was
well aware of the theory of evolu-
tion that was firmly entrenched in
the scientific community at the
beginning of the 20th century, par-
ticularly in regard to geology, which
had developed the most detailed
account of evolutionary thought
and the need of long ages. Therefore
she seemed to mention especially
the science of geology in connec-
tion with the issues related to cre-
ation and evolution. “Geology has
been thought to contradict the lit -
eral interpretation of the Mosaic
record of the creation. Millions of
years, it is claimed, were required
for the evolution of the earth from
chaos; and in order to accommo-
date the Bible to this supposed rev-
elation of science, the days of cre-
ation are assumed to have been vast,
indefinite periods, covering thou-
sands or even millions of years.
Such a conclusion is wholly un -
called for. The Bible record is in
harmony with itself and with the
teaching of nature.”42
It should be remembered that
though nature and science have
God as their author, neither Scrip-
ture nor Ellen White attribute the
quality of inspiration to nature or
science. The Bible is God’s inspired
book. Na ture/science is not. Nature
is God’s creation and came into
existence through God’s special
design. As such it reveals something
about God, its Creator. But nature
and science are not inspired. Fur-
thermore, nature as it presently
exists is af fected by sin and there-
fore might render an ambiguous
perspective that needs the clear and
trustworthy revelation of God’s
inspired Word on the origins of life
on this Earth. Though Ellen G.
White frequently used the phrase
“the book of nature” to speak of
God’s creation as revealing some-
thing about God’s love and power,
she clearly differentiated and distin-
guished “the book of nature” from
the “pages of inspiration,”43 thus
indicating that to her the Bible was
the final authority.
Implications and Prospects for 
the Adventist Church
On the basis of the priority and
superiority of Scripture, some re -
markable possibilities open up to the
believing scientist and theologian.
As paleontologist and biologist
Leonard Brand has said: “One who
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accepts the Bible as a reliable record
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His nature and His desire to save a
world that is lost?
Does the way Christian scientists
and theologians do science and the-
ology erode or enrich our faith in
God’s supernatural Creation? How
can we engage in science and the o l -
ogy and pass on our findings in such
a way that this engagement enriches
our faith? 
These are some questions that
deserve to be taken seriously, and the
answer we will give to them will have
consequences far beyond the issue of
Creation versus evolution. It will
impact many other fundamental
beliefs and ultimately impact our
mission and growth.                      
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“The God of the Bible is the greatest
scholar of all time, and Scripture
deals in the highest levels of schol-
arship, not just in comforting inspi-
rational themes. (When God ar -
ranged to have Genesis written, He
knew vastly more about radiomet-
ric dating than we will ever
know.)”46 If God “knows much
more than we do about earth his -
tory, and if we know Him and trust
His Word we can benefit from the
insights in Scripture.”47
To dismiss inspired statements
made in Scripture and by Ellen G.
White as irrelevant, outdated, or
incompatible with a naturalistic un -
derstanding of Creation raises a
num ber of important questions with
serious consequences. 
Is the Bible indeed the final norm
and ultimate authority in professing
Fundamental Belief No. 1? Can bib-
lical statements about salvation be
trusted if they are dependent upon
historical events (like the historicity
of Adam at Creation and Jesus
Christ as the second Adam)?
What role do the writings of
Ellen G. White play for Adventists?
Can we still maintain that her writ-
ings are “a continuing and authori-
tative source of truth which provide
for the church comfort, guidance,
instruction, and correction” and also
“make clear that the Bible is the
standard by which all teaching and
experience must be tested” as Fun-
damental Belief No. 18 states? Are
there degrees of divine inspiration?
Furthermore, can a God who uses
an evolutionary process as His
method of Creation really be wor-
shiped and adored as good and lov-
ing? Does a God who causes the suf-
fering and death of countless billions
of organisms and life forms—even
the extinction of entire species—
share the same values and the good-
ness with which He is constantly
revealed in the Bible? Aren’t the good-
ness and love of God fundamental to
Can a God who uses an evolutionary process 
as His method of Creation really be worshiped and adored as
good and loving? Does a God who causes the 
suffering and death of countless billions of organisms and 
life forms—even extinction of entire species—
share the same values and the goodness with which He is 
constantly revealed in the Bible? 
REFERENCES
1 Jiri Moskala, “The President’s Page: Cre-
ation—The Sine Qua Non of Adventism,”
Journal of the Adventist Theological Society
(Fall 2001), p. 1.
2 Ibid.
3 Seventh-day Adventists Believe: A Bibli-
cal Exposition of Fundamental Doctrines (Sil-
ver Spring, Md.: General Conference of Sev-
enth-day Adventists, Ministerial Association,
2005), p. 258.
4 Ibid., p. 247.
5 Patriarchs and Prophets, p. 113; Spiritual
Gifts, vol. 3, pp. 94, 95.
6 Patriarchs and Prophets, p. 44.
7 Christ’s Object Lessons, p. 362.
8 Patriarchs and Prophets, p. 264.
9 The Ministry of Healing, p. 415.
10 Education, p. 128.
11 Patriarchs and Prophets, p. 112.
12 Spiritual Gifts, vol. 3, p. 90.
13 Ibid., p. 93.
14 Education, p. 128.
9
Hasel: Ellen White and Creation
Published by Digital Commons @ Andrews University, 2007
4948
His nature and His desire to save a
world that is lost?
Does the way Christian scientists
and theologians do science and the-
ology erode or enrich our faith in
God’s supernatural Creation? How
can we engage in science and the o l -
ogy and pass on our findings in such
a way that this engagement enriches
our faith? 
These are some questions that
deserve to be taken seriously, and the
answer we will give to them will have
consequences far beyond the issue of
Creation versus evolution. It will
impact many other fundamental
beliefs and ultimately impact our
mission and growth.                      
15 Spiritual Gifts, vol. 3, p. 93.
16 Ibid.
17 Ibid., pp. 92, 93.
18 The Ministry of Healing, pp. 414, 415.
19 The Faith I Live By, p. 24.
20 Ibid.
21 Acts of the Apostles, p. 474.
22 Fundamentals of Christian Education, p.
415.
23 Child Guidance, p. 296.
24 Ibid., p. 372.
25 Acts of the Apostles, p. 244.
26 Christian Service, p. 152.
27 A Call to Medical Evangelism and Health
Education, p. 33.
28 Christian Service, p. 138.
29 Counsels on Health, p. 370.
30 Christ’s Object Lessons, p. 125.
31 Counsels to Parents, Teachers, and Stu-
dents, p. 426.
32 Patriarchs and Prophets, p. 114.
33 Evangelism, p. 593, italics supplied.
34 Patriarchs and Prophets, p. 113.
35 The Ministry of Healing, p. 427.
36 Christian Education, p. 84, italics sup-
plied.
37 Review and Herald (November 20, 1894).
38 Page 438.
39 Christ’s Object Lessons, p. 39.
40 Gerhard Pfandl, “Ellen G. White and
Earth Science,” Journal of the Adventist Theo-
logical Society (Spring 2003), p. 180.
41 Counsels to Parents, Teachers, and Stu-
dents, p. 425.
42 Education, pp. 128, 129.
43 Acts of the Apostles, p. 571.
44 Leonard Brand, “Integration of Faith
and Science,” Journal of the Adventist Theolog-
ical Society (Spring 2003), p. 133.
45 Wolfhart Pannenberg, “Theology and
Philosophy in Interaction With Science: A
Response to the Message of Pope John Paul II
on the Occasion of the Newton Tricentennial
in 1987,” in Robert J. Russell, William R.
Stoeger, S.J., and George V. Coyne, eds.
46 Leonard Brand, op cit., p. 122.
47 Ibid., p. 133. 
“The God of the Bible is the greatest
scholar of all time, and Scripture
deals in the highest levels of schol-
arship, not just in comforting inspi-
rational themes. (When God ar -
ranged to have Genesis written, He
knew vastly more about radiomet-
ric dating than we will ever
know.)”46 If God “knows much
more than we do about earth his -
tory, and if we know Him and trust
His Word we can benefit from the
insights in Scripture.”47
To dismiss inspired statements
made in Scripture and by Ellen G.
White as irrelevant, outdated, or
incompatible with a naturalistic un -
derstanding of Creation raises a
num ber of important questions with
serious consequences. 
Is the Bible indeed the final norm
and ultimate authority in professing
Fundamental Belief No. 1? Can bib-
lical statements about salvation be
trusted if they are dependent upon
historical events (like the historicity
of Adam at Creation and Jesus
Christ as the second Adam)?
What role do the writings of
Ellen G. White play for Adventists?
Can we still maintain that her writ-
ings are “a continuing and authori-
tative source of truth which provide
for the church comfort, guidance,
instruction, and correction” and also
“make clear that the Bible is the
standard by which all teaching and
experience must be tested” as Fun-
damental Belief No. 18 states? Are
there degrees of divine inspiration?
Furthermore, can a God who uses
an evolutionary process as His
method of Creation really be wor-
shiped and adored as good and lov-
ing? Does a God who causes the suf-
fering and death of countless billions
of organisms and life forms—even
the extinction of entire species—
share the same values and the good-
ness with which He is constantly
revealed in the Bible? Aren’t the good-
ness and love of God fundamental to
Can a God who uses an evolutionary process 
as His method of Creation really be worshiped and adored as
good and loving? Does a God who causes the 
suffering and death of countless billions of organisms and 
life forms—even extinction of entire species—
share the same values and the goodness with which He is 
constantly revealed in the Bible? 
REFERENCES
1 Jiri Moskala, “The President’s Page: Cre-
ation—The Sine Qua Non of Adventism,”
Journal of the Adventist Theological Society
(Fall 2001), p. 1.
2 Ibid.
3 Seventh-day Adventists Believe: A Bibli-
cal Exposition of Fundamental Doctrines (Sil-
ver Spring, Md.: General Conference of Sev-
enth-day Adventists, Ministerial Association,
2005), p. 258.
4 Ibid., p. 247.
5 Patriarchs and Prophets, p. 113; Spiritual
Gifts, vol. 3, pp. 94, 95.
6 Patriarchs and Prophets, p. 44.
7 Christ’s Object Lessons, p. 362.
8 Patriarchs and Prophets, p. 264.
9 The Ministry of Healing, p. 415.
10 Education, p. 128.
11 Patriarchs and Prophets, p. 112.
12 Spiritual Gifts, vol. 3, p. 90.
13 Ibid., p. 93.
14 Education, p. 128.
10
Perspective Digest, Vol. 12 [2007], Iss. 1, Art. 4
http://digitalcommons.andrews.edu/pd/vol12/iss1/4
